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D. Lockhart. 
Call to Order 
The meeting was called to order at 2:10 p.m. 


Approval of the Agenda 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. BRUNET, SECONDED BY PROF. DESAI, 
THAT THE AGENDA, AS CIRCULATED, BE APPROVED. 


MOTION CARRIED. 


Approval of Minutes 


Dr. Kenniff advised that he has been informed by t-he Secretary that the 
minutes of the Senate meeting of October 25, 1985, were not completed in 
time for circulation in advance of this meeting. It was agreed that the 
minutes of the meeting of October 25, 1985, be submitted for approval at 
the December 20, 1985, Senate meeting. 


Remarks from the Chair 


Dr. Kenniff advised that Operating Budget for the 198586 financial year 
was approved by the Board of Governors at its meeting of November 19, 
1985. He explained that of the various scenarios presented, the one that was 
retained by the Board involves an operating deficit for this year of 
approximately 10 million dollars; that the Board's decision was based upon 
projections of a certain ability to bring that amount into closer control over a 
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two-year period, and on the evidence of weighing the pros and cons of 
some of the alternatives which would have had to have been implemented 
had it been necessary to reduce that deficit in the last six months of this 
financial year; and that the details of that budget would be published in the 
course of the coming week, along with an indication to each unit in the 
University of their respective budgets for the coming year. 


Concerning the University Building Projects, Dr. Kenniff advised that the 
Montreal City Council, at its meeting of October 29, 1985, gave final 
reading to the zoning amendments required for the Vanier Library 
extension, which effectively removes the last barrier to beginning 
construction on that particular project. With respect to the Concordia Library 
Projects, he explained that last January the Government had announced an 
18 million dollar grant as part of its 5-year capital programme; that that did 
not represent a commitment of the monies involved, but rather an 
undertaking by the Government to make those monies available and that a 
decision by the Treasury Board was then required, based on our specific 
proposal, to actually commit the monies firmly in each annual Government 
budget; that the required decision by the Treasury Board was made on 
November 6, 1985, which in fact commits those funds to the Concordia 
Library Projects; and that that was the last decision which the Government 
has to make before Concordia can actually spend the money. In addition, he 
advised that the plans still had to be finalized and there were a number of 
ongoing hurdles which would have to be surmounted before the downtown 
project could actually get underway. 


Dr. Kenniff expressed appreciation, as Chair of Senate, to members of the 
University community, faculty, staff and students, who have been involved 
over the past two weeks with the plans to make aspiring politicians aware of 
Concordia is financial situation, in the hope that they will make 
commitments during the present campaign which we can hold them to when 
the election is over and one or other of the parties is elected. He underscored 
the very serious and dedicated commitment of the students who have been 
very active over the past few weeks and particularly with respect to the 
leading role which they have played in organizing yesterday's pre-election 
protest rally which has brought public attention to the financial plight of the 
University. Finally, he invited members of Senate, insofar as they were 
able, to continue their support and involvement in this important 
undertaking, particularly over the course of the next two weeks, and to 
encourage their colleagues and acquaintances to do likewise. 


Question Period 


In response to a question concerning the status of the Computer Science 
Sub-Committee, Dr. Whyte advised that the Committee was still in 
existence, but that it had not in fact met for some considerable period of 
time. He stated that this was undoubtedly linked to the fact that UCCC itself 
has had three different Chairs over the past year, and since the Computer 
Science Sub-Committee reports through the Chair of UCCC, the question 
of coordination vis-a-vis the Sub-Committee has, perhaps at certain stages, 
been rather difficult. In addition, he stated that after assuming the position 


of Chair of UCCC this Fall, he put the question to UCCC as to whether it 
felt that certain matters which were being dealt with, should be referred to 
the Sub-Committee, and that UCCC, at that time, had taken the position that 
it was not necessary to do so, given the matters that were then being 
discussed; that the issue as to-whether or not all such matters should be 
referred to the Sub-Committee could be seriously raised, particularly in the 
context of the specific mandate - "to ensure that all such proposals are 
referred to the Sub-Committee."; and that this has perhaps been an omission 
on the part of UCCC in certain more recent matters. 


In addition, he stated that some of the problems with respect to the 
Computer Science Sub-Committee, were underlined in an evaluation report 
presented to Senate in May, 1984, by the then Chair of UCCC; and that in 
his opinion, the problems described in the following passage from the 
report, still exist today and were perhaps relevant as well to the more recent 
round of curriculum change proposals: -"The principal snag has been that 
by the time these curriculum changes come to the attention of the 
Sub-Committee, they tend to have already acquired a certain degree of 
commitment on the part of the Faculties in which they have been brought 
forward. In this, of all areas, it would appear vital that new developments 
be brought to the notice of the Sub-Committee at an early date. It is equally 
important that those bringing forward proposals should not only be aware 
of the need for early consultation, but should also be cognizant of the 
advantages of such early coordination in that it may well forestall the kind of 
acrimonious debate which can happen when approval of a change becomes 
a political issue. An appropriate point for proposals to come to the 
Sub-Committee would be that where a proposal has received departmental 
support but has not yet gone to the Faculty Curriculum Committee." Dr. 
Whyte also stated that this particular question was still very relevant and it 
was an issue which should be specifically addressed in the context of the 
review of the Computer Science Sub-Committee which, by virtue of the 
Committee's current mandate, would have to be undertaken in 1987. 


In response to a follow-up question, Dr. Whyte stated that the recent 
curriculum proposals that were reviewed by UCCC, had already received 
formal approval by Faculty Councils, which was precisely the problem 
underlined in the passage he had quoted above, and which had occurred 
before; that UCCC had dealt with the proposals as they were approved by 
Faculty Councils, with a representative from the respective Faculties 
present, and presented them to Senate in that light; and that in that particular 
process, there was not, insofar as UCCC members were aware, any 
deviation from established procedure. 


The feeling was expressed that by not consulting at all with the Computer 
Science Sub-Committee over the past few months vis-a-vis curriculum 
matters which might pertain to computer science, UCCC was really going 
against the mandate given to the Sub-Committee by Senate, in 1981 and 
renewed again in 1984; and that this situation should be noted so that the 
concerns expressed in the 1984 evaluation report and by members of the 
Sub-Committee, would be redressed in the future, whereby all courses that 
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might pertain to computer science are brought to the Computer Science 
Sub-Committee as soon as possible. 


Other issues raised and responded to included questions related to the timing 
of the advance notice of class cancellations on election day; and provision 
for Senate input to the budget review processes vis-a-vis the 10 million 
dollar deficit for 1985-86. In response to the latter question, Dr. Kenniff 
advised that all units in the university had been asked to produce budgetary 
estimates for the 198586 and 1986-87 financial years, and preliminary 
estimates for the 1987-88 financial year; that the intention was that the 
Board of Governors would approve the 1986-87 budget before the financial 
year actually begins; that while the only budget approved by the Board of 
Governors was the 198586 budget, the proposals submitted contained 
estimates covering the present financial year and the following two financial 
years; that the intention at the present time, was to table a budget for the 
1986-87 financial year, at the Board of Governors as early as possible in the 
1986 calendar year; and that at that point in time there should be an 
opportunity for consultations on the overall budget and the budgets of the 
individual units, in addition to the consultations that have already taken 
place vis-a-vis the preparation of budgets for 1986-87 and 1987-88, by the 
various units in the University. He also stated that Senate has not in the 
past, assumed in its mandate, a role as a budget or financial body; however, 
it was clear that the setting of academic priorities was very much within 
Senate's prerogative, and that he would welcome some guidelines from 
Senate with respect to the academic priorities that should be taken into 
account when the budget is being examined. In addition, he explained that 
part of the process of reviewing the structure of Senate was with a view to 
enabling Senate to better fulfill its mission of setting academic priorities for 
the development of the University, which would then be translated into 
budgetary items. He further advised that while the 10 million dollar deficit 
figure may appear as alarming to members of Senate as it was to himself, it 
was nevertheless approved in the context that there were certain measures 
which may be taken over a period of 2 or 3 years, which will be 
considerably less draconian than the measures that would have been 
required in the short space of 6 months, and which might produce a closer 
symmetry between revenue and expenditure in the University than was the 
case at the present time. Finally, he emphasized that, as was quite clear to 
everyone, the financial situation of the University could not be satisfactorily 
resolved without some considerable redress of the funding of Concordia by 
the Government, both with respect to our present accumulated deficit and to 
the structural situation of underfunding which this University has been in 
since the day it was founded; that it was absolutely clear from documents 
presented to Senate at the last meeting, that it was not possible for the 
University, without taking the most draconian measures, to redress the 
situation unless the per student funding we receive was equivalent to that of 
other universities in the Province; ' and that over the next two weeks, the 
University would be attempting to get the politicians to admit this and to 
commit themselves to doing something about it. 


As an addition to the above, and particularly with respect to academic 
priorities, Dr. Whyte stated that Senate must be involved with the question 
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of academic priorities and not purely as a response to a budgetary situation; 
that academic priorities have to be set regardless of whether or not there was 
a budgetary crisis; that he has already had preliminary discussions with the 
Deans as to how to proceed in this regard; and that hopefully early in the 
new year, the Senate Committee on Academic Development would begin 
discussions on this question and that there could be preliminary discussions 
at Senate as early as possible on the question of academic planning in the 
University. 


In response to a question concerning Concordia's business dealings with 
the Bank of Montreal, Dr. Kenniff advised that on his initiative, a working 
group was set up in September to define a mandate for an ad hoc committee 
of the Board of Governors on Social Policy; that the intention of that 
proposal was to have a committee at the highest level of decision-making in 
the University, which would examine the University's financial policies in 
relation to a number of social issues, including Concordia's policy with 
respect to the Government of South Africa; and that the working group 
reported to the Board at the November 19, 1985, meeting and proposed the 
establishment of a Standing Committee of the Board of Governors 
consisting of approximately 10 people, including faculty representatives, 
graduate and undergraduate students, and outside Board members, with a 
specific mandate to receive and consider representations on these questions, 
and to recommend courses of action to the Board of Governors. He also 
stated that in his opinion no one would argue against the advisability of 
having a policy with respect to the practices of the South African 
Government and the involvement of Canadian businesses and banks with 
that Government; that at the same time, however, it has been the experience 
of all institutions that have dealt with this issue, that before making a 
decision on that question, it was important at least to be aware of the facts, 
and to know the policies of the financial institutions and corporations 
involved; and that he was confident that should the Standing Committee 
discover that the policies of any financial institution or corporation in which 
Concordia has investments, were not in keeping with the policies which 
Concordia would like to see applied, appropriate action would be taken. In 
response to another. question concerning a reporting deadline, Dr. Kenniff 
expressed the feeling that the Committee, which has been set up by the 
Board should begin its work as soon as possible and would produce its 
report or reports as quickly as it could. He further stated that the Committee 
would not have to reinvent the wheel in the sense that it would have the 
benefit of having available at least the open minutes of the meetings of the 
Social Responsibility Committee of the Board of Governors of McGill 
University which has existed since 1979 and which took from two to three 
years to define the criteria upon which decisions could be made, and also a 
similar committee at Queen's University; that the South African question has 
evolved considerably since 1979 and the Committee would have to attempt 
to define the parameters in terms of the situation as it exists today, as 
opposed to 1979 or 1982, etc.; and that while the Committee would be 
urged to proceed as quickly as possible, it would be very difficult to second 
guess the Committee vis-a-vis a report, until it has met and established its 
own deadlines and work schedule. 
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Reports from Councils, etc. 


Senate's attention was drawn to a memorandum from Prof. Wills dated 
October 31, 1985 (document US-85-8-Dl), concerning a typographical error 
in the Commerce and Administration curriculum changes, (document 
US-85-7-D4), approved by Senate at the last meeting. The error was with 
respect to the course Mana C340 listed under the third year as the core 
curriculum in the Faculty of Commerce and Administration, which should 
have been listed as Mana C460. The matter was being brought to the 
attention of Senate, for information. 


Senate's attention was also drawn to a memorandum dated November 6, 
1985, (document US-85-8-D2), advising that the Fine Arts Faculty Council 
passed a motion relating to the University Writing Test, whereby the 
required passing grade for students in the Faculty of Fine Arts was changed 
from D- to C-; and that the change will apply to newly admitted students in 
the 1986-87 academic year. The document was being tabled at Senate for 
information. 


In response to a question, Dean Parker advised that when the matter was 
discussed at Faculty Council two or three years ago, Council had adopted a 
motion establishing D-as the required passing grade for the University 
Writing Test for students in the Faculty of Fine Arts; and that the motion 
passed by the Faculty Council on May 21, 1985, was an attempt to redress 
that situation by bringing the Faculty of Fine Arts into line with the policy 
which exists throughout the University. He also advised that the change 
would be included in the 1986/87 Undergraduate Calendar. 


With respect to the Report of the Task Force on Science and Human 
Affairs, (document US-85-8-D3), which was being tabled at Senate for 
information, Vice-Dean Albert advised that the Dean of the Faculty of Arts 
and Science was presently acting on the recommendations contained in the 
Report and that they would also be taken under consideration by the 
Vice-Rector, Academic. 


In response to a question, he stated that it was his understanding that the 
freeze with respect to enrolments in the Major and Minor programmes in 
Science and Human Affairs, has been or was in the process of being lifted, 
and that entrance to those programmes would be open for January, 1986 
admissions. Responding to another question, Vice-Dean Albert advised that 
the Task Force was recommending that there be a commitment to the 
programme; that this was a process whereby the programme could be rebuilt 
and revived; that what happens will depend on the interest of the faculty 
members who are involved; that there was certainly a commitment from the 
Faculty of Arts and Science and the Dean; that if there is deep interest, the 
programme will obviously revive and do very well; and that it was 
anticipated that it should be a very healthy programme. 


With respect to the ad hoc Committee on Academic Recognition which was 
established by Senate in April, 1985, to look at the question of the possible 
setting up of the category of Professor Emeritus and a permanent system of 
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teaching awards, Dr. Whyte advised that while the Committee was 
somewhat late in beginning its operation due to the fact that in the first few 
months of his term of office as Vice-Rector, Academic, he was unable to 
give this matter priority over other matters, it was now underway, meetings 
were being held, and discussions were progressing, particularly with 
respect to the question of Professor Emeritus. He also stated that hopefully 
the Committee would be able to present a substantial interim report or a final 
report, early in the new year. 


Dr. Whyte presented his Report, (document US-85-8-D4), on the 
recommendations of the College Evaluation Committee on the Centre for 
Cooperative Education, which Senate had referred to him for study on May 
24, 1985. He advised that the study, particularly with respect to resource 
implications vis-a-vis Recommendations 4, 5, and 12, involved 
consultations with the Faculty and the Centre for Cooperative Education; 
that the conclusions of the study with respect to Recommendations 4 and 5, 
were as noted in the last two paragraphs on page | of the Report, to the 
effect that the recommendations of the Evaluation Committee could be 
carried out progressively within the existing resource package of the Faculty 
of Arts and Science; and that certain aspects of these recommendations have 
already been done and other parts were presently being worked on by the 
Faculty. With respect to Recommendation 12, concerning the 
implementation of a fee to meet the extraordinary expenses of the co-op 
formula, he advised that a review of the practice at other universities which 
offer co-op programmes, has indicated that it was possible to prevent 
monies accruing to the University through the implementation of a fee, from 
flowing to the Government vis-a-vis a corresponding reduction in our 
Government grant; and consequently, he intended to present a properly 
worded proposal to the Board of Governors that a fee be implemented at the 
rate of 100 dollars per term, except for the first and last terms, increasing to 
a maximum of 150 dollars per term by 1988. He further advised that this 
proposition has been discussed extensively within the unit itself and has 
received the unanimous support of the Executive Committee of the Centre 
for Co-operative Education, which body had been established by virtue of 
one of the recommendations of the College Evaluation Committee. 


In response to a question concerning the proposed fee vis-6vis the 
possibility of a student being unable to find employment during a particular 
work term, Senate was advised that since its establishment 5 years ago, to 
the present, the Centre has had a 100% success rate with respect to student 
placement; that there has not as yet been an occasion where a student has not 
been placed; and that the expectation was that this situation would continue. 
Senate was also advised that at other institutions which have a co-op fee, 
including the Universities of Sherbrooke, Waterloo, and Victoria, the fee is 
considered as an administrative fee and is not refunded if a student is not 
placed. It was further explained that the Centre solicits commitments from 
companies, obtains and posts job descriptions, arranges the interviews, 
etc., but that it was the student's responsibility to apply for those jobs, and 
to be successful in convincing companies, in the interview process, to hire 
them. Senate was also informed that 65 students would be starting work 
terms in January, 1986; and that those 65 students were picking up their 
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letters of commitment today, 1.e., every single student for January, 1986, 
has been placed six weeks before they start to work. 


It was also suggested that the proposed fee must be looked at in terms of 
being a fixed cost which has to be paid, regardless of whether or not the 
student gets a job. 


Dr. Whyte announced that at its meeting of November 19, 1985, the Board 
of Governors approved a proposal from the Engineering and Computer 
Science Faculty Council to create a research centre entitled the Concordia 
Computer Aided Vehicle Engineering Research Centre, (CONCAVE), 
within the Department of Mechanical Engineering. He further stated that 
creation of the Research Centre follows on the winning of an actions 
structurantes grant from the Quebec Government for 1.16 million dollars 
over three years; and that the feeling of the Board of Governors, which he 
wished to reiterate at Senate, was that the work that was being done by the 
group involved, was indeed truly remarkable. 


Appointments 


Standing Committees of Senate 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN FRENCH, SECONDED BY PROF. HILL, 
THAT THE APPOINTMENT OF PROF. K. AUSTIN, FACULTY OF 
FINE ARTS, TO THE FELLOWSHIPS, SCHOLARSHIPS AND 
AWARDS COMMITTEE, (DOCUMENT US85-8-D5), BE APPROVED. 


MOTION CARRIED. 


Concordia Council on Student Life 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN FRENCH, SECONDED BY PROF. 
MELAMED, THAT THE APPOINTMENT OF PROF. M. BALDWIN, 
FACULTY OF ARTS AND SCIENCE, TO THE CONCORDIA 
COUNCIL ON STUDENT LIFE, (DOCUMENT US-85-8D5), BE 
APPROVED. 


MOTION CARRIED. 


Faculty Appointments to the Advisory Search Committee, Vice-Rector, 
Services 


Dr. Kenniff, after reading the names of the seven faculty members who had 
been nominated in connection with the appointment of 2 full-time faculty 
members to the Advisory Search Committee, Vice-Rector, Services, 
advised that the list of nominees had been drawn up in the form of a ballot, 
(document US-85-8-D6), which would be distributed to faculty members 
on Senate who would be asked to vote for 2 from among the 7 nominees. 
Senate agreed to proceed to the next Agenda item, while the ballots were 
being tabulated by Returning Officers, K.D. Adams and B. Counihan. 
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Additional Undergraduate Curriculum Changes 


Faculty of Arts and Science 


Vice-Dean Dicks presented and explained the proposed curriculum changes 
in the Faculty of Arts and Science concerning Health Education and the 
Science College, (document US-85-8-D7). It was also noted in the 
document , that it was implicit in the curriculum changes approved by 
Senate at the last meeting that the name of the Recreation and Leisure 
Studies programme had been changed to Leisure Studies. 


IT WAS MOVED BY VICE-DEAN DICKS, SECONDED BY PROF. 
HABIB, THAT THE PROPOSED CURRICULUM CHANGES IN THE 
FACULTY OF ARTS.AND SCIENCE, (DOCUMENT US-85-8-D7), BE 
APPROVED, SUBJECT TO THE RECOMMENDATIONS OF UCCC, 
(DOCUMENT US-85-8-D10). 


MOTION CARRIED. 


Vice-Dean Dicks, presented and explained the proposed Certificate 
programme in Teaching French as a Second Language to Adults, (document 
US-85-8-D8). 


IT WAS MOVED BY VICE-DEAN DICKS, SECONDED BY PROF. 
HABIB, THAT THE PROPOSED CERTIFICATE PROGRAMME IN 
TEACHING FRENCH AS A SECOND LANGUAGE TO ADULTS, 
(DOCUMENT US-85-8-D8), BE APPROVED, SUBJECT TO THE 
RECOMMENDATIONS OF UCCC, (DOCUMENT US-85-8-DI10O). 


Issues raised and responded to during discussion on the proposal, included 
a question concerning the usefulness of the program in terms of the 
anticipated clientele vis-a-vis the statement that the Certificate was not 
recognized for certification in public schools by the Ministry of Education; 
the effects of increasing class sizes, vis-a-vis the quality of education, as a 
result of putting Certificate students into existing courses; requirements for 
admission to the programme; and University policy with respect to 
Certificate programmes in general, vis-a-vis the fact that the certificate 
format was currently undergoing serious examination within the Province. 


THE MOTION WAS CARRIED. 


Faculty appointments to the Advisory Search Committee, Vice-Rector, 
Services (cont'd.) 


In announcing the results of the first round of balloting, Dr. Kenniff 
advised that none of the candidates had received a majority of votes, and 
that because of a number of tied votes, a second round of balloting would 
be required whereby faculty members on Senate would be asked to vote for 
two of the six candidates remaining on the ballot. Discussion continued on 
the proposed Undergraduate Curriculum changes while the ballots for the 
second round of voting were being counted. 
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Undergraduate Curriculum changes (cont'd.) 


Faculty of Engineering and Computer Science 


Dean Swamy presented and explained an amendment to the Curriculum 
change document from the Faculty of Engineering and Computer Science, 
which had been approved by Senate on October 25, 1985, concerning the 
course "Comp. 456 - Information Retrieval". 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN SWAMY, SECONDED BY PROF. 
XISTRIS, THAT THE AMENDMENT TO THE ENGINEERING AND 
COMPUTER SCIENCE CURRICULUM CHANGE DOCUMENT 
CONCERNING COMP. 456, (DOCUMENT US-85-8-D9), BE 
APPROVED. 


MOTION CARRIED. 


UCCC Recommendation concerning the University Writing Test 


Dr. Whyte presented and explained the report from UCCC on the 
University Writing Test, (document US-85-8-Dl]), and the 
recommendations contained therein concerning the mandate and 
membership of the Committee on the University Writing Test. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. WHYTE, SECONDED BY VICE-DEAN 
VALASKAKIS, THAT THE RECOMMENDATIONS FROM UCCC 
CONCERNING THE COMMITTEE ON THE UNIVERSITY WRITING 
TEST, (DOCUMENT US-85-8-DI]), BE APPROVED. 


With respect to the current membership of the Committee on the University 
Writing Test, it was noted that Ms. J. Kukurugya, Fine Arts, would replace 
Ms. A. Burke as the student representative on the Committee. It was agreed 
that this replacement be dealt with when the recommendations concerning 
appointments to the Committee on the University Writing Test (document 
US85-8-D12), were being considered, after the motion on the floor had 
been voted on. 


Issues raised and responded to during the discussion included questions 
with respect to passing the Writing Test as a possible requirement for 
membership on the Committee; and the relationship between the Committee 
on the University Writing Test and UCCC, vis-a-vis the Chair of the 
Committee and reporting structures. 


THE MOTION WAS CARRIED. 


With respect to the Recommendations concerning appointments to the 
Committee on the University Writing Test, it was agreed that Ms. J. 
Kukurugya be included with the additional appointments as the student 
representative replacing Ms. A. Burke on the Committee, (item b), 
document US-85-8-D12). 
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IT WAS MOVED BY DR. WHYTE, SECONDED BY MR. BRESLOW, 
THAT THE RECOMMENDATIONS FROM UCCC CONCERNING 
APPOINTMENTS TO THE COMMITTEE ON THE UNIVERSITY 
WRITING TEST, (DOCUMENT US-85-8-D12, AS CHANGED), BE 
APPROVED. 


MOTION CARRIED. 


Faculty appointments to the Advisory Search Committee, Vice-Rector, 
Services, (cont'd.) 


Dr. Kenniff announced that as a result of the second round of balloting, 
Prof. E. Newman, Faculty of Arts and Science, has been elected and would 
be recommended to the Board of Governors for appointment to the 
Advisory Search Committee. He also advised that another round of 
balloting would be required whereby faculty members on Senate would be 
asked to vote for one candidate out of the four candidates remaining on the 
ballot. 


Senate agreed to proceed to the next Agenda item while the ballots were 
being counted. 


Proposed Revision to Section 16.2.1, Undergraduate Calendar Curriculum 
Obligations 


Dr. Kenniff advised that the proposed revisions to Section 16.2.1, 
Undergraduate Calendar Curriculum Obligations, were contained in 
document US-85-8-D13, and that the report and recommendations from 
UCCC on the proposed revisions were contained in document 
US-85-8-D10. 


Dr. Whyte presented the report and the recommendations from UCCC on 
the proposed revisions to Section 16.2.1, Undergraduate Calendar, (item 
4., page 2, document US-85-8-DI10). 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. WHYTE, SECONDED BY MR. BRESLOW, 
THAT THE PROPOSED REVISIONS TO SECTION 16.2.1, 
UNDERGRADUATE CALENDAR, (DOCUMENT US-85-8-D13), BE 
APPROVED. 


In response to a question concerning the proposed revision whereby 
modified programme requirements would become effective for all students 
no later than three years after the effective date of change for new students, 
particularly with respect to part-time students, Mr. Adams, University 
Registrar, advised it has been found from past experience in dealing with 
individual cases where programmes have been cancelled, that it has taken 
the students involved an average of three years to complete the programmes 
as they were being phased out. He further advised that it was the feeling of 
UCCC, in considering phasing out periods ranging from one to ten years, 
that student programme requirements could in fact be met within a 


three-year period. He also expressed the opinion that some arrangement 
would be made to change part of the curriculum e.g., changing a required 
course which has been dropped, etc., which would enable an individual 
student to complete the degree requirements within the three year period. 


It was stated that if in fact the average student takes three years to complete 
the degree requirements, this means that roughly 50% take more than three 
years and 50% take three years or less to complete the requirements, and it 
was argued that any University regulation should cover more than half of 
the student body. Consequently, it was suggested that the second to last line 
in item .1, page 1, document US-858-D13, should be changed to read no 
later than five years after the effective date of 


Mr. Adams explained that the particular regulation being referred to would 
normally involve programmes being phased out where the number of 
students was very small; and that following past practice, where only 
programmes with low enrolments were involved, requirements for degree 
have always been met within the framework of three years. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY PROF. ARBUCKLE-MAAG, 
SECONDED BY PROF. M. DOUGLASS, THAT THE PHRASE "THREE 
YEARS" IN THE SECOND TO LAST LINE IN ITEM .1, PAGE 1, 
DOCUMENT US-85-8-D3, BE CHANGED TO "FIVE YEARS". 


In response to a concern expressed that provision should be made for a 
transition period, it was pointed out that all of the revisions must be read in 
the context of the preamble to what was being proposed, whereby the 
fundamental position was that the University recognizes that subject to 
certain conditions, students can continue according to the requirements 
existing at the time that they enter a particular programme. 


In response to a question concerning the interpretation of "Prior notice" as 
stipulated in item .4, page 2, document US85-8-D13, it was explained that 
the changes would be published in the Calendar one year in advance of 
coming into effect. 


It was further stated that such changes were also published in the internal 
University newspapers. 


It was suggested that given that students only receive a copy of the Calendar 
at the time of entry to the University, consideration should be given to 
sending, possibly in newsprint form, changes to academic regulations to 
students who were enrolled in the University. The feeling was also 
expressed that, notwithstanding the effects of budget cuts on publication of 
changes to academic regulations, there was an information problem vis-a- 
vis students with respect to programme changes which should be 
addressed, and that some method should be devised to inform students of 
programme changes, particularly where such changes might necessitate the 
acceleration of the process of completing degree requirements by the 
students concerned. 


85-8-27 


In response to a question concerning the intent of item .1, page 1, document 
US-85-8-D 13, particularly with respect to curriculum modifications 
involving the cancellation of existing courses, Mr. Adams advised that 
presumably, as was past practice, either particular courses would be 
continued, or in instances where the number of students involved was 
small, the programme would be changed and arrangements would be made 
for substitute courses. 


THE AMENDMENT WAS CARRIED. 


Dr. Kenniff advised that the amendment was now incorporated into the 
main motion. 


Other issues raised and responded to during continued discussion included a 
question as to decisions made with respect to students being required to take 
additional credits or to repeat certain courses; a particular instance involving 
a change in a course whereby a student had to take a new course but 
received the credit value of the old course, which was less than that of the 
new course, and in consequence, the student had to take an additional 
course in order to satisfy the programme requirements for the degree; and a 
question concerning changes in grade performance levels required to 
maintain standing in a programme. 


A concern was voiced over some of the wording in document 
US-85-8-D13, which it was felt should be changed prior to being printed in 
the Calendar. Specifically, it should be made clear in the preamble whether 
the last word, i.e., "programme" was referring to the degree programme or 
to the programme of concentration; possibly changing the phrase "seriously 
altered", in item .1, page 1, to "substantially altered"; and using both "Prior 
notice" and "in advance" in the last sentence in item .4, page 2. 


It was suggested and agreed that an attempt be made to tidy up the wording 
of the document, taking into consideration the concerns expressed above, 
prior to the revised text being inserted into the Calendar. 

THE MAIN MOTION, AS AMENDED, WAS CARRIED. 


Faculty appointments to the Advisory Search Committee, Vice-Rector, 
Services, (cont'd.) 


Dr. Kenniff advised that none of the candidates had been elected in the past 
round of balloting, and that a further round would be required whereby 
faculty members would be asked to vote for one of the two candidates 
remaining on the ballot. 


Senate agreed to proceed to the next Agenda item, while the ballots were 
being counted. 


Restructuring of Senate and Standing Committees of Senate 


85-8-28 


85-8-29 


85-8-30 


With respect to the documents related to the restructuring of Senate and the 
Standing Committees of Senate, Dr. Kenniff explained that documents 
US-85-6-D7 and US-85-6-D8, had been distributed at the Senate meeting of 
September 27, 1985; that responses from Faculty Councils were contained 
in the following documents which had been distributed in advance of the 
meeting - Arts and Science, document US-85-8-D14, - Commerce and 
Administration, document US-85-8-D15, -Engineering and Computer 
Science, document US-85-8-D17, - Fine Arts, document US-858-D18; that 
an additional resolution from Commerce and Administration, (document 
US-85-8-D16) had been circulated at the beginning of the meeting; and that 
a motion prepared by Prof. Lightstone concerning the proposed 
reorganization of Senate and its Standing Committees, had also been 
circulated at the beginning of the meeting. 


Faculty appointments to the Advisory Search Committee, Vice-Rector, 
Services (cont'd.) 


Dr. Kenniff announced that as a result of the final round of balloting, Prof. 
R. Verschingel, Faculty of Arts and Science had been elected and would be 
recommended to the Board of Governors for membership on the Advisory 

Search Committee, Vice-Rector, Services. 


Restructuring of Senate and Standing Committees of Senate (cont'd.) 


With respect to his motion concerning the proposed reorganization of Senate 
and its Standing Committees, Prof. Lightstone stated that he had drafted the 
motion this morning without knowledge of what had transpired at today's 
meeting of the Commerce and Administration Faculty Council, (document 
US-85-8-D16); that in effect, the proposals represent two distinctively 
different ways in which to handle the matter; and that while he realized that 
it was somewhat unusual for Steering Committee to volunteer to do extra 
work, and that he was undoubtedly not endearing himself to his colleagues 
on that Committee, nonetheless he wished to present his motion which was 
to the effect that given that all of the documentation has recently been 
collected and has come forward to Senate, it would be appropriate for 
Steering Committee to study the documents, to engage in any further 
consultations which might be deemed necessary, including consultations 
with the existing Standing Committees of Senate and the academic Deans, 
and to prepare and bring forward to Senate in January 1986, a revised 
proposal for the reorganization of Senate and its Standing Committees. He 
also expressed the opinion that the Steering Committee was by virtue of its 
composition, a representative body; and that with input from some of the. 
Deans and members of the existing Standing Committees of Senate, the 
Steering Committee would be in a position to redraft the proposal for the 
reorganization of Senate, etc. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. LIGHTSTONE, SECONDED BY MR. 
BRESLOW, THAT IN LIGHT OF THE DOCUMENTS RECEIVED 
FROM THE FACULTY COUNCILS CONCERNING THE PROPOSED 
REORGANIZATION OF SENATE AND ITS STANDING 
COMMITTEES, THE FOLLOWING MOTION BE APPROVED: 


A) THAT SENATE RECEIVE ALL SUCH DOCUMENTATION 
FORWARDED TO SENATE FROM THE FACULTY COUNCILS; 


B) THAT STEERING COMMITEE STUDY THESE DOCUMENTS; 


C) THAT STEERING COMMITTEE, AFTER ANY FURTHER 
CONSULTATIONS WITH, FOR EXAMPLE, THE DEANS AND 
EXISTING COMMITTEES OF SENATE; 


D) PREPARE FOR THE JANUARY MEETING OF SENATE, A 
REVISED PROPOSAL FOR THE REORGANIZATION OF 
SENATE AND ITS STANDING COMMITTEES. 


During discussion the feeling was expressed that with the exception of the 
number of people who would be involved, the proposal from the Commerce 
and Administration Faculty Council, (document US-85-8-D16), and Prof. 
Lightstone's motion were not, in fact, substantially different. That is, in 
both proposals all Faculties are represented; students are represented; and 
there was provision for input from the Administration. 


The mover and seconder agreed to incorporate the following suggested 
changes into the main motion: 


That item C) and D) be considered as a single item; 


That in item C), the word "any" and "for example" be deleted, and 
that the phrase "or any other parties deemed appropriate", be added. 


In response to a concern expressed that the motion on the floor implied that 
in terms of centralization, Steering Committee would be given more powers 
than it presently had, which seemed to be in opposition to the responses 
from Faculty Councils, it was pointed out that the motion was simply 
proposing that the responsibility be given to the Steering Committee to come 
back to Senate with a recommendation and that there was no guarantee that 
the Senate would in fact approve the recommendations from the Steering 
Committee. It was also noted that Steering Committee, as presently 
constituted, was not the same body that submitted the original proposals 
concerning the restructuring of Senate and the Standing Committees of 
Senate. 


With respect to the proposal that Steering Committee report by the January, 
1986, Senate meeting, it was understood that this represented a goal, 1.e., 
an objective, and that Steering Committee would presumably take whatever 
time was needed in order to complete the consultation process, etc. 

THE MOTION, AS CHANGED, WAS CARRIED. 


Proposed name change of the Department of Quantitative Methods 


85-8-31 IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN APPELBAUM, SECONDED BY DEAN 
SEAMY, THAT THE PROPOSAL CONCERNING THE CHANGE IN 
NAME OF THE DEPARTMENT OF QUANTITATIVE METHODS, 
(DOCUMENT US-85-8-D19), BE TABLED. 


** Refer to the original for the remainder of this document. ]*** 


